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Abstract 
This study is intended to examine Turkish in-service EFL university instructors in providing written 
The data were collected in a high-stake assessment situation where 26 Turkish EFL 
university instructors were applying for a position asa full-time staff for a university writing center. They were asked 
entative paper within one hour. Later, each occurrence of feedback 
was categorized into six different aspects. The analyses indicated that the feedback mostly focused on grammar, with 
little attention given to organization and content.  
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1. Introduction 
 
Despite the ongoing debate about the efficacy of teacher written feedback that whether it is actually 
effective (Ferris, 1997, 2006) or ineffective (Truscott, 1996, 2007), it is generally accepted that teacher 
written feedback plays a fundamental role in the second language (L2) writing classroom, and s
understanding of good writing may directly derive from teacher written feedback. Previous studies have 
reported that students value teacher feedback and use this feedback to improve their L2 writing and L2 
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grammar as well (Ferris, 1995, 2002; Hyland, 1998).  An important question, however, remains relatively 
To this 
end, the study was intended to examine how Turkish EFL university instructors provide feedback on a 
is hoped that such a descriptive study will provide a greater 
understanding of actual Turkish EFL university teacher feedback practices and how well these written 
feedback deal with the existing  
 
2. Previous Studies 
  
A great number of studies examining teacher written feedback have 
of and preferences for types of feedback. For example, Ferris (1995) surveyed 155 students on the amount 
and the effectiveness of feedback and found that students paid more attention to local feedback and also 
feedback given during the writing process rather than after finishing a paper. Similarly, Leki (1991) used 
 in college-level writing classes. The 
findings indicated that students were eager to receive feedback on their writing and they preferred the 
feedback on grammar, spelling, and choice of vocabulary.  In general, these studies demonstrate 
preference for local feedback and their positive atttitude toward teacher feedback. 
Despite the importance in understanding
surprising to find that less research has examined the actual practices of how teacher provide feedback 
(Ferris & Hedgecock, 1998; Leki, 1990). Those studies which have done so have shown that some 
teachers tended to focus more on grammar and mechanics than content and organization (Ferris, 2006; 
Montgomery & Baker, 2007).  In examining the actual written feedback provided by 13 university writing 
teachers at English Language Center at an American university, Montgomery and Baker (2007) reported 
that the teachers gave a substantial amount of local feedback and relatively little global feedback 
throughout the process of compositions, although they were not  aware of this practice. In a different 
setting from Montgomery and Baker (2007), Lee (2011) investigated 26 English teachers from Hong 
Kong secondary schools and reached the similar conclusion that the majority of feedback (94.1%) 
should receive 
the greatest attention in feedback.   
  
3. Purpose of This Study 
  
An important question remains unanswered is how Turkish EFL university instructors provide written 
writing? The current study was intended to answer this main question.  
 
4. Method 
 
4.1. Setting and participants 
 
This study was undertaken in a large-size private university with appropriately 20,000 students  in 
Turkey. The university recently established a university writing center to serve the writing needs of all the 
students and faculty members on campus. As a result, a full-time tutor was needed  for the writing center, 
and a job position was opened. Twenty-six Turkish EFL university instructors applied for the position and 
went through the assessment procedure as desribed below. One important limitation of this study is that 
the demographic information of these instructors were not available.  
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4.2. Procedure 
 
The data were collected in this high-stake assessment situation where these applicants were asked to 
The paper was an after-class 
argumentative paper written by an Chinese EFL university student, who was intended to support the idea 
of banning smoking in public areas in China. Specific directions were given to the instructors, and a 
sample comment was offered (see Appendix A for the specific directions). They were asked explicitly to 
provide comments regarding content, organization, word-choice, grammar, and style. However, due to the 
constraints of time, they were reminded to give priority to the places of the paper on which were the most 
worthwhile commenting.  
 
5. Data Analysis 
 
Each occurrence of teacher feedback in a paper was categorized as the following six aspects: (a) 
content, (b) organization, (c) vocabulary, (d) grammar, (e) mechanics, and (f) style. Feedback was 
categorized into each aspect using the following guideline: 
varie
formatting emic writing It should be noted that if the 
feedback was given to the same error ocurring several times in a paper, it was counted only once. For 
the pap If an instructor corrected all these places, it was 
counted only once. 
It should be made clear that feedback only referred to ones provided to improve the student paper. 
There were also several comments provided by the instructors to admit the strengths of the paper, which 
were not considered in the study. Additionally, the wrong feedback, although few was ignored. 
 
 
6. Results and Discussion 
 
The occurrences of different types of feedabck were tallied. Table 1 presents the descriptives of the 
frequencies of different types of feedback. As seen, there was a wide range of the frequencies in relation 
to the types of feedback. In general, among 214 occurrences of comments, more than half of them 
focused on grammar (53.50%), withmuch fewer comments  on content (13.38%), organization (7.64%), 
vocabulary (10.83%), and mechanics (8.91%). Least attention was paid to the aspect of style (5.73%). 
The number of grammatical problems in the paper pointed out by the instructors ranged from one to 16, 
whereas there were always some instructors who failed to locate the errors in the paper regarding content, 
organization, vocabulary, mechanics, and style.  
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Table 1. Frequencies of different types of feedback 
 
 N Range Min Max Mean Total Percentage 
Content 26 4 0 4 1.62 42 13.38 
Organization 26 3 0 3 .92 24 7.64 
Vocabulary 26 4 0 4 1.31 34 10.83 
Grammar 26 15 1 16 6.46 168 53.50 
Mechanics 26 5 0 5 1.08 28 8.91 
Style 26 3 0 3 .69 18 5.73 
 
To illustrate what kinds of feedback were provided in the paper,  in terms of grammar, many 
 passive voice should be used as 
also unequal to non-
The student paper is lacking in clear organization, and some instructors were able to point it out explicitly 
 of view and the opposing view without 
confusing the readers. In terms of mechanics, a few instructors mentioned that the student failed to make 
indentation at the beginning of a paragraph and to use punctuations appropriately. Lastly, very few 
instructors commented on the fact that the paper failed to follow academic writing conventions in a few 
places in the paper, such as where to put a picture in an academic paper. 
t with 
previous research (e.g, Ferris, 2006; Lee, 2011; Montgomery & Baker, 2007)  which has reached the 
similar conclusion that teachers tend to focus on the local-level errors (grammar and mechanics).  This 
finding was not surprising either, since the local-level errors were easily observed and corrected, and the 
global-level problems were more difficult to be noticed and took more time and cognitive load to be 
processed, in particular under the time pressure as in the current study. However, according to Chapin and 
that is, when teachers focused on local issues, students also focused on local issues in their revisions. This  
indicates that teachers should be made aware of their own feedback practices and the potential adverse 
impact  
A quick overview of feedback specifically geared toward the argumentative writing revealed 
some insufficient understanding of argumentation. For example, one instructor provided such 
a 
alienate the reader from the topic and the essay you try to writ  that this 
instructor failed to grasp the importance of using detailed information, such as statistics and research 
-accepted practice in English 
rhetorical tradition.  
In addition, the student paper was intended to support the ban on smoking in public areas in China, 
and it first presented the ,...  in one paragraph. 
However, one instructor wrote a comment like 
was not able to recognize opposing views or counterargument in the paper and thought that the student 
tried to support the opposing view.  
The analysis also revealed that in general these instructors were lacking in the awareness of stylistic 
issues and incorporating outside sources in academic writing. For example, the student paper failed to put 
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the picture into the article properly and to explain the use of picture in the paper, and yet very few 
instructors were able to point out and comment on these problems. Similarly, very few commented on the 
 into the paper in a coherent way. These findings point to 
the fact that some of these Turkish EFL unviersity instructors were lacking in the basic understanding of 
requirements in English academic writing.  
 
7. Conclusion  
 
written feedback. They tended to provide feedback on local errors such as grammar rather than global 
ones, and the serious problems in organization and coherence were not pointed by the majority of these 
teachers. Additionally, it seems that they need extra training on the crucial elements of argumentation in 
English academic writing, such as statistics and other factual information as evidence to support the 
 Further, they seem to suffer from the lack of knowledge 
of conventions in academic writing. This implies that these Turkish university instructors should be 
heightened their awareness of how to provide fe
aspect. Above all, they should be given more intruction on the fundamental rules and conventions in 
academic writing.  
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Appendix A. Directions given to provide written feedback 
 
The paper attached is an argument paper written by an English learner.  In this paper, the student is trying 
to support the idea of banning smoking in public areas in China. Imagine that this student needs your help 
before submitting the assignment for a grade. Please provide him with some suggestions regarding 
content (sensible ideas, relevant examples, and such), organization, word-choice, style, and grammar so 
that he can revise the paper for a better score. You can give your feedback both in the margins and as a 
final comment. Remember that there is not enough time to fix every problem you may notice. Therefore, 
be selective in choosing what areas to address in the paper. In other words, you can provide feedback on 
the places in the paper that in your opinion are the most worthwhile commenting on. A single sample 
comment is done for you on page 3. Here, the instructor comments on a missing verb, which causes the 
sentence to be incoherent and ungrammatical. 
 
